
November 17, 199% 

BY TELECOPIER (202-219-3923) AND MAIL 

F. Andrew Tur.Ley, E s q u i r e  
Supervisory Attorney 
C e n t r a l  13nfori~ement Docke t  
Federal 15lect ion Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20463 

Dear M r .  Turley: - 

I a m  wri t ing  on behalf of D r .  Edward It. Steinberg, in 

response t o  your l e t t e r  t o  him dated October 30th concerning 

a Cornplaint t h a t  was f i l e d  w i t h  t he  Commission loy “Lha Republicazl 

Party of New Mexico. The caption of that Complaint lists 

D r .  S t e inbe rg  and over 60 o ther  individuals  and e n t x t i @ s  as 

respondents (your HUR 48331. 

The. Complaint apparently concerns t h e  19913 primary and 

general  e l ec t ion  campaigns of Tom Wdall of Arizona. Although 

D r .  Steinberg‘s name appears i n  t h e  c!aption of t h e  Ccraplaint, ~ R z  

t e x t  of t he  Complaint does not. mention him a t  a l l .  le therefore 

have no idea as t o  why D r .  Steinberg’s name is in t h e  caption, 5r 



.. 

. .  , . .. , .  

. .  
:. . : . :  . .. . .. 

Page 2 

why the complainant thinks Dr. Steinberg violated some Eederal 

election zampaign law. 

Dr. Steinberg made one, $l,OQO contribiitiorr to 

Mr. Udall's reelection campaign, by check dated Septeimber 17, 

1998, payable to "Tom Udal1 for  Congress." Obviously, this was 

perfectly lawful.  Indeed, the complainants s failure to mention 

Dr. Steinberg in the text of the Complaint suggests t h a t  its 

listing him in the caption was intended solely to harass 

Dr. Steinberg, rather than to suggest seriously t h a t  he violated 

a federal election campaign law. There should be a sanction for 

such harassment, because it wastes the Cornmission's C@SOZ-~PC@S and 

imposes c m s t s  upon the impropei-fy named respondent f here, 

Dr. Steinberg). 

For the foregoing reiisons, the Complaint a5 to 

Dr. Steinberg should be dismis!jed forthwith. 

Very trtrfy yoursD 


